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• 2100 Interplanetary physics 
• 2400  Ionosphere 
• 2700 Magnetospheric physics 
• 7500 Solar physics, astrophysics, and astronomy 
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Abstract 
The Editors of the Journal of Geophysical Research Space Physics extend a sincere and heartfelt 
thank you to the 1,448 scientists that conducted 3,511 manuscript reviews for the journal in 
calendar year 2017. We deeply appreciate the time and effort that you have devoted to the 
research community. 
1 Introduction 
The Editors of the Journal of Geophysical Research Space Physics extend a sincere and 
heartfelt thank you to those that conducted manuscript reviews for the journal in calendar year 
2017.  The journal relies on the willingness of experts in the field to forego other activities and 
do this vital service. We deeply appreciate the time and effort that you have devoted to the 
research community. 
In 2017, 1,448 people submitted manuscript reviews for JGR Space Physics. This is 
smaller than the record-setting peak in 2016.  The number of reviews totaled 3,511, also down by 
~10% from last year. This almost exactly matches the drop in submissions, from 1,327 in 2016 
to 1,148 in 2017.  The main explanation for this is the rather large drop in special sections for the 
journal in 2017 compared to 2016. Not only were there fewer special sections but also their 
average size was smaller. For instance, the Measurement Techniques in Solar and Space Physics 
special section had over 100 papers in it, and the special sections relating to the MAVEN and 
Van Allen Probes missions each had over 50 papers. While publication dates are rolling and 
special sections can span multiple years, these three were largely published in 2016, contributing 
to that year's spike in activity.  
Some of the people we ask to review do not agree to conduct reviews.  In fact, there were 
1,089 people in this category for 2017.  Most of these are in the "not needed" category, meaning 
that an editor sent out more requests than the number of reviews they wanted and, after that 
desired number of reviewers is reached, the others are "not needed," even though they were 
asked. This practice of sending out more requests than reviewer slots helps speed up the process, 
but also leads to the large number of requests that are "not needed." 
For those that submitted a review, the average number of reviews per person is 2.4, 
exactly the same as last year.  Among the reviewers, there were 265 that conducted four or more 
for this journal, a number that is 16% higher than last year. Some other numbers to mention are 
that the average time for review submission is 20.5 days, with 64% submitted on time. These 
numbers are essentially the same as last year. Our ambition is to have all reviews completed in 
three weeks.  The average time from submission (after quality control is complete) to first 
decision is 44 days, which is tied for the third fastest among AGU journals (behind Geophysical 
Research Letters and Space Weather). The two longest stages are securing reviewers and 
evaluation by reviewers, so reducing this time to first decision would require prompt responses 
on review requests and on-time reviews.  Another long time interval in the publication chain is 
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between first decision and receipt of the revised manuscript.  Authors take an average of 37 days 
to revise a JGR Space Physics manuscript. 
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Table 1.  Reviewing Statistics for JGR Space Physics in 2017 
 Did 1 or more Did none Total count Average per person 
People in 
Category 1448 1098 2546 -- 
Total Requests 
to Review  5648 2070 7718 3.03 
Declines 834 867 1701 0.67 
No Response 157 277 434 0.17 
Asked But Not 
Needed 1145 873 2018 0.79 
Requests 
Excluding 
'Asked But Not 
Needed' 
4503 1197 5700 2.24 
Reviews 
Completed 3511 0 3511 1.38 
Reviews 
Pending 19 9 28 0.01 
Total 
Acceptances a 3530 9 3539 1.39 
Acceptance 
Rate #1 b 62.5% 0.4% 45.8% -- 
Acceptance 
Rate #2 c 78.4% 0.8% 62.1% -- 
a Total acceptances is the sum of "Reviews completed" and "Reviews pending." 
b Acceptance Rate #1 is calculated as "Total acceptances" divided by "Total requests to review." 
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c Acceptance Rate #2 is calculated as "Total acceptances" divided by "Requests excluding 'asked 
but not needed'." 
 
A summary of reviewing statistics is presented in Table 1.  There is a small amount of 
carryover of invitations not yet accepted or declined as of the end of each year (both at the end of 
2016 and at the end of 2017) that makes some of the number not quite add up exactly as you 
might expect.  This difference is small.  The columns should be self-explanatory in Table 1, but 
some of the rows should be defined. Specifically, "no response" means that several requests were 
sent to the potential reviewer and, when they did not answer, we stopped sending requests and 
moved on to a different potential reviewer.  The "asked but not needed" means that other 
potential reviewers filled the requests before this person could respond. We would prefer a fast 
"decline" rather than a "no response" de facto decline.  The "no response" number is quite small, 
less than 10% of requests, indicating that the space physics community takes these requests 
seriously.  Furthermore, the "decline" number is much smaller than the "total acceptances" value, 
indicating that space physicists often say yes to reviewing requests from this journal. Again, this 
willingness to serve is greatly appreciated. The category "Requests excluding 'asked but not 
needed'" has several types of responses incoporated into it -- acceptances, declines, no response, 
and those requests still pending at the end of the year. The two acceptance rates in the last two 
rows of Table 1 have the same numerator but different denominators, one that includes the 
"asked but not needed" category and another that excludes this editorial-practice-related value. 
The Editors of JGR Space Physics made final (accept or reject) decisions on 1,146 
manuscripts in 2017.  Ninety percent of these, 1,037, were sent out for review. As of late April 
2018, 721 were accepted, yielding an acceptance rate of 63%.  This number is very slightly 
lower than last year's acceptance rate.  Including "revision" decisions, a total of 2,432 decisions 
were made by the Editors, which calculates to an average of 1.1 revisions per final decision. 
Referees for 2017 
The Editors would like to individually acknowledge all of those that served as a reviewer 
of a manuscript for JGR Space Physics in 2017.  Table 2 lists all of the names, with those in 
italics being the people that conducted 4 or more reviews for the journal.  The list is generated 
from the Geophysical Electronic Manuscript Submission (GEMS) system, so if you have 
multiple accounts there, then your name is listed twice in the table below.  Thank you again for 
all of your hard work in support of this journal. 
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